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DETAILED ACTION 
Specification 

1. The abstract of the disclosure is objected to because it consists of two paragraphs. 
Correction is required. See MPEP § 608.01(b). 

Claim Objections 

2. Claim 6 and 9 are objected to because of the following informalities: 

For claim 6, the terms " said nodes" recited in line 1. This seems to refer back to "said 
disconnectable nodes" in claim 5, line 4. If this is true, it is suggested to applicant to 
change u said nodes" to - said disconnectable nodes -. 

For claim 9, the terms "monitoring apparatus" recited in line 10. This seems to refer back 
to "monitoring device" in claim 9, line 7. If this is true, it is suggested to applicant to 
change "monitoring apparatus" to -monitoring device--. 

For claim 9, the terms " a fault state" recited in line 13. This seems to refer back to "a 
fault state" in claim 9, line 8. If this is true, it is suggested to applicant to change "a fault 
state" to - said fault state --. 
Appropriate correction is required. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

3. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 12: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and 
distinctly claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 
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4. Claim 7 and 9 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, second paragraph, as being indefinite for 
failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which applicant regards as 
the invention. 

Claim 7 recites the limitation "said nodes" in line 1. There is insufficient antecedent 
basis for this limitation in the claim. It is not clear to which nodes the applicant is 
referring. Similar problems exist in claim 9, line 11. 

The terms "nodes has been one of disconnected and connected " in claim 9 line 1 1-12, 
are vague and indefinite. It is not clear which nodes the applicant is referring to and if 
they have been connected or disconnected or both, and in what order. 
Furthermore, Claim 9 recites the limitation " the originally faulty node " in claim 9 in line 
15. There is insufficient antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

5. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 

obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or 
described as set forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject 
matter sought to be patented and the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole 
would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person having ordinary 
skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived 
by the manner in which the invention was made. 

6. The factual inquiries set forth in Graham v. John Deere Co., 383 U.S. 1, 148 USPQ 459 
(1966), that are applied for establishing a background for determining obviousness under 35 
U.S.C. 103(a) are summarized as follows: 



1. 



Determining the scope and contents of the prior art. 
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2. 
3. 
4. 



Ascertaining the differences between the prior art and the claims at issue. 
Resolving the level of ordinary skill in the pertinent art. 

Considering objective evidence present in the application indicating obviousness 
or nonobviousness. 



7. Claim 1-3,5-7 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Sha et al 
(5,508,998) in view of Nakayashiki et al. (4,887,256) and background of Sha et al (5,508,998). 
. Note: In claim 1, the claim limitation contained in lines 2-4 is not a positively recited 
claim limitation (see "adapted to" in line 2), as it does not limit the claim to a particular 
structure. However, the references do teach those intended limitations. 

For claims 1-3,5-7, Sha et al discloses at least two disconnectable nodes ( see column 2 
lines 8-11) adapted to connect to appliances (see Figure 2 and column 7 lines 13-17) and 
communicate with one another (column 7 lines 13-17) , and having a device for fault 
handling (see column 6 lines 52-54) ; a monitoring apparatus for monitoring and driving 
said nodes (see column 7 lines 1-19) ; and an additional node connected to said 
monitoring apparatus (see Figure 2 and column 6 line 65 to column 7 line 3). Sha et al 
does not disclose: allowing a fault state to be produced deliberately in said disconnectable 
nodes, as recited in claim 1; using serial data traffic, protocol and synchronization 
signals, as recited in claim 2; a circuit configuration not complying with the protocol, as 
recited in claim 3; a fiber channel data ring as recited in claim 4; interference causing 
synchronization fault as recited in claim 5; re-initialization as recited in claim 6; re- 
initialization as recited in claim 7. Nakayashiki et al., from the same or similar field of 
endeavor does teach the above listed claim limitations. 
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For claim 1, Nakayashiki et ah, from the same of similar field of endeavor, discloses 
allowing a fault state to be produced deliberately (column 11 lines 3-12, lines 49-52) in 
said disconnectable nodes (see column 6 line 68 through column 7 line 4 ). 

For claim 2, Nakayashiki et al. discloses serial data traffic is carried (see column 7 lines 
17-20 and column 9 lines 5-13) using a protocol (see column 4 lines 3-5 and column 6 
lines 51-55) including synchronization signals (see column 2 lines 65-68). 

For claim 3, Sha et al, Nakayashiki et al. teaches a configuration of said additional node 
corresponds to a configuration of said disconnectable nodes (see Sha et al column 6 19- 
23); and a circuit configuration (see of Nakayashiki et al. column 6 lines 61-63 and 
Figure 2 ) producing a signal not complying with said protocol (see Nakayashiki et al. 
column 1 1 lines 49-52) and connected as said appliance (Nakayashiki et al Figure 2 and 
column 61-63). 

For claim 5, Nakayashiki et al. teaches an additional node interferes with transmission of 
the synchronization signals to initiate a synchronization fault in said disconnectable 
nodes (see column 2 line 65 through column 3 line 15). 

For claim 6, Nakayashiki et al teaches wherein the nodes reinitialize (see column 6 lines 
61-63) upon a data ring fault (see column 2 line 65 through column 3 line 15). 



Application/Control Number: 10/728,387 Page 6 

Art Unit: 2609 

For claim 7, Nakayashiki et al teaches that the nodes reinitialize (see column 5 lines 51- 
55 with column 6 lines 61-63) upon the synchronization fault (see column 2 line 65 
through column 3 line 15). 

Thus it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
invention was made to combine the ring features as taught by Nakayashiki et al. into the 
token ring as taught by Sha et al. Both architectures employ the data ring structure thus it 
would be possible to combine the features such as a connecting a peripheral to ring 
nodes. For claims 1,2,5-7, the features can be implemented via software. For claim 3, the 
additional circuit configuration could have been easily included into the data ring that 
Sha et al. teaches. 

For claim 1, the motivation to combine is to reconfigure and quickly restore 
communication in a communication network after a failure or abnormality has occurred. 
For claim 2, the motivation for combining the serial data traffic is so that one can only 
use one physical medium for data transmission; the protocol is in order to provide the a 
common set of rules so that devices are able to understand each other; the 
synchronization is so that the data received in neither lost nor jumbled. 
For claim 3, the motivation to combine to have all the ring nodes equally configured, is 
so that we do not require a special node or agent to perform fault detection and isolation, 
but that a regular node in the ring can accomplish the task. The motivation for having a 
circuit that produces a signal not complying with the protocol is to reconfigure and 
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quickly restore communication in a communication network after a failure or abnormality 
has occurred. 

For claim 5, the motivation to cause a fault, using a different timing generation 
mechanism, in a ring node is to avoid causing a fault in a different node downstream in 
the node network. 

For claim 6, the motivation is to bring the node into such a state so that communication in 
the ring network continues interrupted, when a fault occurs. 

For claim 7, the motivation is to bring the node into such a state so that communication in 
the ring network continues interrupted, when timing related fault occurs. 
8. Claim 4 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Sha et al 
(5,508,998) and Nakayashiki et al. (4,887,256), in view of Egnell (US 6,574,192 Bl). 

For claim 4, Sha et al and Nakayashiki et al discloses all the claimed invention as 
described in paragraph 4. Sha et al and Nakayashiki et do not disclose that the data ring 
is a fiber channel data ring. Egnell from the same or similar field of endeavor, discloses a 
data ring is a fiber channel data ring (see column 3 lines 25-28). Thus it would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of invention was made to implement 
the data ring as taught by Sha et al and Nakayashiki et al via a fiber channel. The data 
ring architecture is extremely flexible and can be realized via fiber optics. The motivation 
is to provide higher transfer speed and better signal reliability. 
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Allowable Subject Matter 

9. Claim 8 is objected to as being dependent upon a rejected base claim, but would be 
allowable if rewritten in independent form including all of the limitations of the base claim and 
any intervening claims. 

10. Claim 9 would be allowable if rewritten or amended to overcome the rejection(s) under 
35 U.S.C. 1 12, 2nd paragraph, set forth in this Office action. 

Conclusion 

11. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to applicant's 
disclosure. 
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The above references are recited to show data rings and associated methods. 
12. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Kenan Cehic whose telephone number is (571) 270-3120. The 
examiner can normally be reached on Monday through Friday 7:30AM to 5:00PM (EST). 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Dang Ton can be reached on (571) 272-3171. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would 
like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated 
information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 



KC 
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SUPERVISORY PATENT EXAMINER 



